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REMARKS 



Applicant thanks the Examiner for his comments in the context of the interview, on 
related US Patent Application 1 1/555,518, which took place in November, 2009. 
Claims 32 - 43 are pending in the present application (Application). 

Rejections 

The Office Action rejected claims 32-43, under 35 USC § 103(a), based on the 
combination of US 2002/0129127 (Romero) in view of US Patent 6,052,724 (Willie). 
The Examiner conceded, in the Present Office Action, that 

"Romero is silent on wherein said work management 
system is designed to permit said specific logical server 
partition to be moved to a different physical server 
independent of any other logical server partitions residing 
on said physical server; and wherein said work 
management system is designed to permit said specific 
logical datastore partition to be moved to a different 
physical datastore independent of any other logical 
datastore partitions residing on said specific physical 
datastore." 1 

The Examiner went on to contend, in the Present Office Action, that 
Willie supplied that limitation, missing from Romero, at Col. 5:67-Col. 
6:7. For convenience, that portion of Willie provides: 

The ability to partition and distribute directory tree 30 
provides several benefits, such as improved security, and 
greater overall throughput by physically separating the 
directory data onto different network servers , which 
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allows heavily used partitions to be moved to separate 
servers. Moreover, if a particular server heavily uses a 
particular partition, the partition (or a copy thereof) can be 
physically moved to that server. [Emphasis added]. 

The Willie reference, by virtue of the language highlighted above and quoted by the 
Examiner in the Present Office Action, is similar to the type of technology 
specifically distinguished against in the specification of the current Application 2 , as 
well as argued in the Appeal Brief, filed on 6/16/2008 (see, page 17), following 
which the Examiner subsequently reopened prosecution in a Non-Final Rejection 
entered on 8/8/2008. 

Specifically, Willie describes the physical partitioninfi of a system not the logical 
partitioning claimed in the Application. Therefore, the MIB of Willie would be 
similar to the Load Balancer, depicted in Figure 1, of US Publication No. 
2003/0177232 (Coughlin). This is clarified when one reads the section of Willie, 
quoted by the Examiner, in the context by which the term "partition" is actually 
utilized in Column 1:45-55: 

One directory service product, NOVELL DIRECTORY 
SERVICES (NDS), refers to each node in the directory tree 
as an object ... leaf objects represent actual network 
elements such as servers, printers, facsimile machines, and 
users. The directory can be divided into distinct portions, 
referred to as partitions. [Emphasis added.] 



1 See, Present Office Action at #6 (pp. 4-5). 

2 See, Specification of 10/682,601 at [0027]: "A logical partition, as used in this application (not to be 
confused with traditional partitioning that first studied by IBM in 1976 and later introduced by Amdahl 
and then IBM wherein a partition is a logical division of a hard disk created so that you can have 
different operating systems on the same hard disk or to create the appearance of having separate hard 
drives for file management, multiple users, or other purposes)." 
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The Examiner's additional statement in the Present Office Action that "It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the teachings of Romero in the aforementioned manner as taught by Willie in order to 
move partitions" is undermined by the fact that neither reference teaches moving a 
"specific logical server partition . ..to a different physical server independent of any 
other logical server partitions residing on said specific physical server ." This 
difference allows more fine grained control of work processing as was discussed in 
the remarks submitted in the Request for Continued Examination filed on 9/3/2009 
(RCE Remarks) 3 . As stated herein, the Examiner conceded that this limitation is 
missing from Romero and, because Willie deals with old-style physical partitioning, 
specifically distinguished against in the present Application, it cannot teach or suggest 
the limitation highlighted above either alone or in combination with Romero. 

Therefore, the rejection of Claims 32-43, under 35 USC § 103(a), based on the 
combination of US 2002/0129127 (Romero) in view of US Patent 6,052,724 (Willie), 
should be withdrawn and since, for at least the reasons discussed above, each of the 
pending claims in the Application recites novel limitations not taught or suggested in 
the prior art of record, Applicants respectfully request that Claims 32-43 be allowed in 
their present form. Applicants submit that the above discussion does not constitute an 
exhaustive list of the novel limitations found in claims 32-43 which are not taught or 
suggested in the prior art of record. To the extent that Applicants have not addressed 
certain aspects of the present rejection, please do not construe the same as an 
admission as to the merits of the rejections. Indeed, Applicants reserve all rights with 
respect to arguments not explicitly raised herein. 



3 See, RCE Remarks at Pg.8 duplicated here for convenience: "Work requests, for instance, 
may be moved or reconfigured independently of each other as server or database capacity changes. See, 
Application at [0038]. This also offers more fine-grained control of consolidation or division of work 
for upgrades or recovery from failure. See, Application at [0027]." 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the arguments made herein, it is respectfully submitted that the claims of 
the Application meet the requirements of patentability under 35 USC § 103(a). 
Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of these claims are earnestly solicited. 
Applicants encourage the Examiner to contact their representative, Ria Schalnat at 
(513) 651-6426 or rschalnat@fbtlavv.com , if questions persist or if additional matters 
need to be dealt with prior to allowance. 

The Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any deficiency or credit 
any overpayment of fees to Frost Brown Todd LLC Deposit Account No. 06-2226. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ian James Clubb, et al. 



By: /Ria Farrell Schalnat/ 
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